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TECHNICAL COMPONENT

7A.2 Programmatic Overview ---- 60%
This section of the bid, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the RFP, should not exceed 150 pages.
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(Sections 4.1, 4A, 4B, and 5A of the RFP).

. Sub-Section Score (circle one): = iy

© " Fails to Meet

1. Did the bidder describe the strategies it would take to coordinate and integrate
service delivery for each of the five types of Eligible Persons and Enroliees?
Eligible Persons with: D ek
(1) concurrent mental health and substance abuse conditions™
(2) concurrent mental health and/or substance abuse conditions plus concurrent
medical conditions " VO
(3) concurrent mental health and /or substance abuse conditions and involved with
the adult correctional systern — X

Enrollees with: TR St
{4} concurrent mental health needs and mental retardation ?‘(Cf%j WA <.

Bligible Persons with:
(5) mental health and/or substance abuse conditions with involvement with the chiid

welfare/juvenile justice system} "> NC A ¥

2. Are the strategies appropriate and are they likely to be effective?

3. Do they effectively embody the philosophy and program goals in that they, among _
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other things:
_e ___emphasize honoting Eligible Persons’ choice of service provider,
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»  promote the philosophy that Bligible Persons should be able to remiain in theit
homes and communities, and

o demonstrate that the bidder is committed to working with all providers serving
the enrollees to ensure blended and coordinated service delivery?

4. Did the bidder provide examples of its experience in other states with respect to
coordination and integration of services and how it will be applied in Towa? Is the
experience relevant and likely to be beneficial to lowa?
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7A.2:4 Relabiiation, Recovey, and StrengihBased Approach o Service
““(Sections 4:A.2 and 4.B.2 of the RFP) ' o Ll TR

- Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Parhally Meets "F‘ail.s:-to Meet e
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1.

Does the bidder’s proposal include a detailed explanation of its experience providing
behavioral health services through a recovery-oriented approach?

Does the bidder’s proposal describe in detail the model it proposes to implement?

Does ¢he bidder’s proposal recognize the priority for effecting change during the
contract period? Does the response provide details for realistic actions that the bidder
intends to take during the contract period to affect change?

Does the response specificaily identify the bidder’s approach with respect to:

¢, Contractor interactions with Eligible Persons?

»  service system planning and design?

s  provider adoption of a rehabilitation, recovery and strength-based approach to
services?

Is the bidder's proposed approach appropriate and likely to be effective?
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7A.2.5 Person-Centered Care (Section 7A.2.5 of the REP)

Sub-Section Score {circle one}:, = .-
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1.
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Does the bidder’s response describe the philosophy of how te best involve Eligible
Persons in the planning of their care?
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2. Does the description include:
o how the bidder intends to assure that the Eligible Person and, as appropriate, .
family members, participate in treatment planning?
¢ descriptions of instances in which the bidder has successfully employed such
strategies under other contracts?
3. Is the bidder’s proposed approach appropriate and likely to be effective?
4. Do the cited examples of experience demonstrate working knowledge that will
benefit Jowa? ‘
7A.2.5.b)
1. Did the bidder’s references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s
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Persons in the planning of their care?
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7A.2.6 Covered Services, Required Services, Optional Services -
" {Sections 4A.3, 4A.4 and 4B.3 of the RFP) /.. " - e
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1. Isthe bidder's proposed strategy to ensure statewide capacity sufficiently detailed to Fb@ iy Q) . D_
understand what it intends to do? ~ \\\LQ @W\@\'\q$‘\&n S R S ' R
2. T e Dadars proposed d likely to be eff
. Is the bidder’s proposed strategy appropriate and li ely to be effective? , T
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1. Does the analysis include an identification of service gaps and the basis on which the
bidder has made its determination?

2. Was the bidder’s methodology to identify service gaps comprehensive, rigorous, and
valid? N\ @5

3. Were any major gaps of which the evaluator is aware missed?

4. Does the bidder's proposal for how the gaps would be addressed seem appropriate?
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57D the bidder provide a. pian for addressing the gaps; withrarinplementations—====
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6. Did the bidder address the following areas in its plan in a comprehensive and

informed fashion: N Miees oave W= | &Q ) NS

»  Level I Sub-acute Facility services delivery?

o 24 hour mental health stabilization services? — 5§ RSN PN
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7. Are the plan and timeline for addressing the service gaps appropriate and likely to @ N\ ?)

be effective to enable the bidder to make all required mentat health services available jm‘"”““‘\”%

to the majority of lowa Plan enrollees by the end of the second contract year?
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Sub-Sectwn Score (cn‘de one)

7A 2 6 Covered Servzces, Reqmred-Serv:ces, Optmnal Servmes
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1. Did the bidder describe the process by which integrated mental health servicesand | .
supports wilt be authorized? If so, does the process appear to be appropriate and S ‘k\(\e ¢ G i
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2. Did the bidder provide any parameters that would be implemented to guide the N Qe g
authorization of integrated services and supports? If so, do the parameters appear to Q \“\ -

be appropriate? m\*\} WSEe \}"\ \ \W

5. Did the bidder provide examples of comparable past experience providing
integrated mental health services and supports? If so, do the cited examples
demonstrate working knowledge that will benefit Towa? )\ €%
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o Sub- Sectmn Score (mcle une}

AL, 7 Orgamzahon of Utlhzatmn Management Staff (Sectmn EA 1 of the RFP)

/. art;aliy Meets n 'Fails to Meet

’7A27a) \\\\ dd \b(»x V“‘L)Q\
1. Did the bidder describe its organizatich of the Utlhzahon Management Siraff
including:
s number of staff?
credentials and expertise?
the rationale for the mix of expertise?
roles of different types of staff?
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methods to maximize coordination between UM staff and local delivery % AV"‘ C E: J(\f\q \_ g
systems? T Q\LDM \ed b @ Q\d\\%‘\’\ T \ @L (‘&&PP CUNIE,

o methods to ensure continuity of UM for Eligible Persons making frequent use of
the delivery system?

Ao

2. 1is the number of Utilization Management staff, which the bidder proposes per
region, and their expertise, well supported and appropriate?

3. Isit clear that the staff wili be knowledgeable of the services available 13)\@({;;}1\ region? AVRENSY e N W — \3 C 6\\‘ & |

4. Are the roles proposed by the bidder for each of the different types of Utilization N *c;f*\”% f”é““’”" RE = = \_,\
Managementstaftappropriat”?  aS: LG coppebssin -~ e)c N SQM vo Dmted N

5. Are there roles or types of staff which should have been included but were not? Rt m\g V- AN \ T

6. Is the proposed approach to maximize coordination with local service del;ver{r L \}—)\ . &b() C;LF el \(\ Q S (\ e Lhdtee AN
systems appropriate and likely to be effective? @™ Q erence O \ { N \r\ ‘\ 5T
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1. Did the bidder's.ather clients for which it has organi ed UM-staff-topiaximize ™ \g Q < Ve e s .

coordination with local sefvice systems confirm the effectivéniess of the bidder's Q g S 7

performance?
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Bidder Name:
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1. Do the UM Guidelines the bidder would use in authorizing mental health services
appear to be appropriate?

2. Ifthe bidder attached guidelines for the application of ASAM criteria, do the

guidelines the bidder would use for the authorization or retrospective monitoring of
substance abuse services appear to be appropriate?
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7A.2.8.b)

1. Did the bidder describe how UM Guidelines would generally be applied to authorize

or retrospectively review services? —— \)\ >
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2. Did the bidder address how it would both manage the appropriateness of reatment \ OO érd— _C C\‘\Q ANSESTAN

duration and also manage potentially high volumes of service requests? =~ G R &\@QW\ P\ S ‘ ‘ :
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3. Does the approach to outpatzent service authorization address management OfO ‘C e C Q‘CQQC UL% Q % ‘\ LEN 0‘;‘(

appropriateness review in a manner likely to be efficient and effective?— %= \ (\“
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1. Did the bidder discuss special issues in applying the gmdehnes for at least some of

the following services and populations:

i
i,

ORAAC ess ed
O

substance abuse services for pregnant and parenting women?

substance abuse services provided to Enrollees in PMICs?

iii. mental health inpatient services provided to Enrollee children in state mental
health institutes? e
Eligible Persons with concurrent need for both mentalheslth and substance
abuse treatment?

v. Assertive Community Treatment (ACT)?

iv.

e Ifso, does the bidder appear to have a thor ug}Tunderstanding of What
special issues might arise and of how to addre 2 FAny
issues the evaluator felt should be addressed that were omitted?
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7428 Utilization Management Guidelines (Section 5A.3 of fhe REP). -

eets With Dzstmctl
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1.

Did the bidder list any services or levels of care for which prior authorization would

not be required? \LS% et — ol oo Shygpoth- Cj\’@ \\‘ &Q\\ ‘\ﬁL

Do the levels of care for which the bidder has indicated it won't require prior
authorization appear to be appropriate, given both access to care and cost
management objectives?

Did the bidder describe a Ql-related circumstance that would lead the bidder to
request state approval for prior authorization? \ ) &< C\on s

Cerdiey O Rl beg — QS ANENE L
Does the prior authorization circumstance demonstrate experience and knowledge?—]
Does the quality improvement circumstance exampte align with care and cost
management objectives?
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1. Did the bidder describe how it would self-evaluath the clinical ffectiveness and Oaasne Cee Ko .
administrative efficiency of UM authorization procesgest—="_ A\ M Ao N %\N; s
et e o St e T T T (e ; o '
2. Does the bidder's proposal to self-evaluate the clinical effectiveness and Ll PN \Q__c:“ég < ST
administrative efficiency of the authorization processes rely upon robust and Q '
meaningful measurement of performance? ‘
3. Did the bidder describe circumstances under which it might waive prospective
review requirements for certain providers? N @ <
4, Does the bidder’s description of circumstances under which prospective utilization

review might be waived for certain providers demonstrate a well-reasoned appreact™
to balancing appropriate utilization management with Himiti adiffifiistrative ™~
requirements of providers? ’ \ewng N d
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Sub-Section Score {circle ome): ... = = -

“psychosocial necessity” and “service need convey a good understanding of how the
approaches differ?

o

_7A 28 Utxhzatwn Management Guld': ines (e on 5A3 of the R
7A..2..8.f} -
<= ~

1. Did the bidder describe how it would operatmnahze ‘the state’s concepts of
“psychosocial necessity” and “service need”?

2. Did the description contrast the proposed approach with that used for “medical b
necessity’ under other contracts, or if not applicable, explain how the concepts differ?

3. Does the bidder's approach for operationalizing the state’s concept of “psychosocial
necessity” in the authorization process for mental health services align with the
state’s objectives, as put forth in Section 5A.3.1 of the RFP?

2. Did the bidder's distinction between “medical necessity” and the concepts of 2 -

\)\ e = \Oud \O&\o“m\u\ gua:z...
e ol =%

1.
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Did the bidder describe the process the bidder would implement for-the.

administrative authorization of services (when contractual requirements mandate the

S5 - 5\;\&% Wighe \euels

~anthorizalion and reimbursement for Services that do not falFwithirrthecontractor s ==

UM guidelines)?

Does the process the bidder propoeses for implementing the administrative
authorization of services appear to be appropriate?

Did the bidder include in its description the way in which the bidder would allow
for authorization for services provided during all the months of enrollment even if
Medicaid eilgxblhty is determined after the injtiation of services?

Does it appear that this process treats providers fairly and will be effective?
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7428 Utiization Mansgérhent Gilidelifies (Section 5A3 of he RFP)
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1. Did the bidder describe how it would provide Intensive Clinical Management to
certain Jowa Plan Enroliees\and the éila ionskip (({)f those aciivities to Targeted Case
Management? CrNe@ae T NENTRve .
5 e T Serce Ronten
2. Does the bidder’s process for providing Intensive Clinical Management appear SSNIND \ .
appropriate and likely to be effective? iy N T A i A
pprop Y AN K \(\\ SN % & Ve
, . B N NP
3. Vgnagement and Targeted |\ ze.\ S %c sty NS ed b ereh eng:
== N e N ‘ .
7A.2.8.4) . RS S Toa s o= R ,
| e VOOV Gocussed & odopled W
1. Did the bidder describe how it woul 74 hour crisis management? NA'aN QQ}\“ e Og"’( 0@\’\ L Qeexl ‘ '
g d arend e\ e N
2. Is the bidder’s proposed approach to provision of 24-hour crisis management CoCims \(\(\g“‘\\c‘\cﬁ\ [ C¢ A \ne ‘\d\\
reflective of the current state of #hat service in lowa, appropriate, and likely to be SAXWZE %@GK AN Y bt )
effective? Q e e — . ed
S———————v XN Nemhse
) St;te’ts?e j{'\(?ér?zl .i jtim%p €50 @ng at s‘gvm\i\ai;s: {f\iog);&gé\)&e& N «"“Qxﬂ \w»x—w .‘ R e
4. Do the bidder’s examples demonstrate experience and knowledge that would be of

O Casas - |ESDces . X herC |
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~ ; . .
Bidder Name: Q—@\(\ (\\?’1 \ y C Q

7A 2. 9 Requlred Elements of Indxwdual Servme Coordmatmn & Treatment I’Iannm .
(Sectmns 1.9, 4]3 2.2 and 5A 5 of the RFP)

4”3\m3, mHggQ_‘__':

Sub‘Secnon Score (cu‘cle one)

' I’artxaliy Meets "Fails to Meet |

TAZm ' — X
1.

make available to Eligible Persons, including:

Did the bidder describe the 24-hour crisis and referral service that the Bidder would

e how the Bidder would ensure the availability of clinicians with experhse in_, N
providing mental health and substance abuse services to children? £ OO e
° hcw the 24 hour cr CrlSlS and referral service would interface withahe efnei‘géi"iéhp
Q

Does 1t“a‘tppear that the bidder’s 24-hour crisis and referral service utilizes
appropriately trained staff?

Does it appear that the bidder’s 24-hour crisis and referral service would provide
sufficient access to dlinicians with child mental health and substance abuse expertise?

Dioes the bidder's response deplct a precess that would ensure that the 24-hour- erxslk
and referral service approprid s thebraerganey-ex

o

V7A29b)

O \\ \r\ Q“Ai\r\@ ::> -

N ui-\ DKL e \sdcwf \f\‘)\lf\’\@\*“

\.J

g

CS¢

o ‘\%‘;\x

\\m(\@cs\u«(\(\ \\ Qo N
NN Se=e e
DNededying § \ AR \ LY =

\Y W T&\§ D\\
Sllee Y

NS

L

Dui the badder ciescrxbe a process for 1dent1fy1ng those £11g11f}ie~R&~1:seﬂs‘Who have

demonstrated the need for a high level of services or who are at risk of hi h
utilization of services? \C\C&\\) \Qﬂ S ¥ rg:;mwa—w

Oy WGy O
Does the bidder’s process Ecn~ entifying those ‘Elfgible Persons appear to capture all
of those in need of individual sexvice coordmatmn and treatment planning ina

timely and efficient mannes? S\ T Gl N N \\"\ >

Did the bidder describe how it would initiate ongoing freatment planning and
coordination with the Iowa Plan Eligible Persons and all others appropriate for
plannmg the Eligible Person’s treatment? - o

Does the bidder’s process for initiating ongoing treatment planning and coordination
appear to be appropriate and likely to be effective? .~

an D Q B

mﬁfcd Bpec
g‘ e CBICL~

Kol ¥ «@c:w % c\(\\\g\q@f\ \ <

\c_x QQ @\K

Syst e Cuddgess et
d? < (*:(\\ g; V
é\ G:&b &o\&w\

RN

R S SN
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Bidder Name: &@K\ in X \\CO

_ \(7A 2.9 Requlred Elements of Indwzdual Servzce Coordmatmn & Treatment I’lanmng v

< Sub- Sectmn Sccre (cxrele one)

(Sections 19, 4822 and 5A.5 of the e REP) ‘ | Meet: istinctic i Pa“’any Mee‘S _‘_"';'I‘éﬂﬁ to Meet - -
T AR | " P
K - m\&e\é S TBRCCES JSQ S @: SSRGS
1. Did the bidder describe the program the bidder would implement in conjunction \Q\i‘\qc_
with officers of the courts to assure that court-ordered treatment complies with - A T \(Jf‘\

substance abuse criteria and therefore is reimbursable through the lowa Plan?

e SN Ay can(hs o @

I T R <A R N v

past performance with respect to promoting and ensuring coordination by network
providers and primary care physicians?

2. Does the biddet’s proposed program appear appropriate and likely {0 succeed? . (SN \@b\ﬁ-
N N o ATOa RS — NASC (S qa\;}e.,ﬁ\
= L&y 3 .
\N7A.2.9.d) R &./ KR
i S \&V\X\ N RN \O -
1. Did the bidder describe a process for actiVely promoting an ensuring coordination V\ < 8 S@ O = % 55
K provi ith B ' pri iclans? =~
by Iowa Plan network providers w;th’l‘Fnroilees primary care physicians & \© ﬁ \ E S é Q@0 W \& (T \ &,76 ¢S
2. Is the proposed process for promoting and ensuring coordination appropriate and \{\ TOS
likely to be effective? G\ }& Q \(\\\5 el % %{&5 o
' -0 LN v %(\@b}
3. Did the bidder describe how it would assess netW{ilk provider compliance W1%<%{he \Q\@‘O\\ C)le N % - )
. care coordination requirements? 7 CRIQ VYD PO o) ' sd XS D€ FQTIELE. NS
i \\\4,(_} N L™y NG \\Q\(\Q & O\QAV‘;‘ ¢ ’2 ‘?@\3 § NGNS \O\ ?-”Cm‘\r 5 (\/\SQ \L\’Z/ A @ ™ \0(4 20 Q
T4 I8 the proposed process forensuring compliance; mciusnre ot any Iheasuenent and - g NG &
reporting activities, appropriate and likely to be effective? Q‘Q‘a e -\
. =N oeN
5. Did the bidder provide results of monitoring efforts conducted for other clients to \(\Glé o R
verify that coordination had been occurring effectively? - ﬂ W\C{ C \K
3
6. Do the bidder’s examples of monitoring efforts document, an effective process? @
2N COONE G O ‘Q'C’(Y Cﬁi\ké\ :
7. Did the bidder’s references provide conlirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s

13



7A.2.10.a)

Sub Sechon Score (c;rcle one)

Irtxally Meets = Fails to Meet " ...

1.

Did the bidder provide comprehensive and detailed descriptions of experience
transitioning children from inpatient settings, including specific examples of hospital

N\
TR L)\\\\\!\

P IV R0 & &m@‘r\o‘k e

N CORN
and PMIC-like entities? wodiderE (e C’\(\“\ el oy Ci;w CORMN,.
oummec& Ne= e ool
2. Did the bidder provide successful strategies for putting in place effective discharge
placement from such settings? Sl\e @ b\U\N ANy \ N\ h % Cy r\~\ \(')\\A \\)(\,C\(\K
oS .~ < —— N
3. Does the bidder's described experience demonstrate experience and knowledge that g&,ﬁ: NS \0 = @@ 66‘0 A Y
would be of benefit to Towa?  \oo s\, C e :@\e(‘% COLE e d ACes.c Ao e % o<
N -_— N : ‘
\q\ %"( i \"\" o ke < \\ o\ Q:A(cmr* C o . . ) - N i o A
SIS S SN m\\ lx = A= L\ ?ﬁa\‘\g NS )\f\ Q\\\N N \C cé \ﬁ( O\ NG e
§ ~\( \ &S c\ l?{\ - ) \\ \(\(\\(\ NOoR- Vet \ Ve T\
. N o ‘_:> i N \ @ e\
\\m\\L x\m&e@m %\S\f\% Ko use wc\n\ Q,\m* S
~ = N L oy
\\\e =8 I S " \W\J % %

\wee Gl \,\
e

YN\ Q_(A\__%,\_A._(._ o X2

N
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Bidder Name:

L eqpaticDd

7A211Appea1 Process (Sectmns

2OFHHCRFD)

./ Sub-Section Score {circle one):

h istinction. ParhaHyMeets Fails to Meef

1. Did the bidder describe a process and provide an accompanying flowchart for the \\\,Q\ @ W (\\ ¢ C;&A;\CQ\ -\ ﬂ“‘\Q? . %\; < \“C""iff' SERACE
review of Enrollee appeals? ér W BN \@ *\\,\\ “\i\{\% = xJ\\bl‘r\
2. Does the flowchart provide timeframes from receipt of the request, and through each .t o Q?dg‘ @W\\Q \(_\AW\L’ ™ Q@ﬁ&%ﬁ»@,
review phase, up to notification? ‘ Qﬁb‘%\ o AT \l e T
oo JF peel « ReVeWeg. TR 0
3. Is the described process consistent with the requirements contained in Section 5B.2 of O s | K

the RFP, including the following and other requirements:

«  provision of written notice acknowledging the receipt of a request for review
and reasonable assistance with filing appeals, if requested? ’

s 100% of all expedited appeals will be resolved within 3 working days of receipt
of an appeal. All non-expedited appeals shall be resolved within 14 days of
the receipt of the appeal and 100% shall be resolved within 45 days of the receipt
of the appeal? A S

o provision of a written notice of disposition that includes the requirements

SN NG A QT e\ decisy o

NS\ deay s

DN e NN “\%‘\#@\G&\\‘ ed —
' 2

outlified iR BB TTOE the REP? \}\ [
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Bidder Name: Q—@\(\ Qi‘ \ \CO

7A.212 Gnevance and Complamt Process (Sectmns SB 1 SB 3 and SB 4 of: the‘RFI’) :

C/\

== Sub- Sectmn Score (cxrcie one)

fartmﬂy Meets

* Fails to Meet -

I

m.n.as' —————°°

1.

Did the bidder describe the processes it would put in place for the review of
Enrollees grievances and Eligible Persons complaints? -

Is the descnbed process consistent with the requirements contained in Section 5B.3 of
the RFP, including the following and other requirements:

*  Enroliees or their designees may initiate a grievance either orally, to be followed
up in writing, or just in writing; complaints from DPH-eligible participants
regardmg treatment programs will be dizrected to DPH?  ——

DY VAl e &

¢  provision of written notice acknowledging the receipt of a the grievance?

»  rendering all decisions in writing with notice of right to additional review and
information on the process to initiate additional review? .-

*  95% of all complaints and grievances shall be resolved within 14 days of receipt
of all required documentation and 100% shall be resolved within 90 days of the
receipt of all required documentation? -

e RO DIT s

. i N
- .»-\rﬂ\.\\t{‘rb \\S..\ \,

\
T

;\cg_, Yé %q \@\, [ A Sl oY

Y

‘\ \JL‘_)«

\Of\\‘[’*?c‘

‘{w
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Bidder Name: C < i\g(« \ \CO

VAI.Z.iél'Re.q&if.ément's' for theProwderNetwork (SectmnSCloftheRI‘P}

A L ‘Sub-_‘SectionS are {circle one):
: Méets-:With‘:bw_mcitiﬁn . ':_-'-:‘Mée' 'Partiz'ﬂ'ly Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.13.a)

1.

Did the bidder describe how it would ensure that the provider network is adequate
and that access is maintained or increased to meet the needs of Jowa Plan Eligible
Persons? e

SR N

CoaSwmer

eSel @ e c\*\x“\v\\x\\‘\ -

\\\\5\\‘\\@\67“ \o\u\% Qu{' C%C\Q%

=y & G a
A 6N (|
N e U

appear likely to result in improved access?

2. Does the proposed approach to ensuring an adequate provider network and access o \
appear appropriate and likely to be effective? — : — . o N
Ceceany No \leea® e © ‘N\C\C \Q\(@\ N iﬂ;
3. Did the bidder identify where there are potential issues of lack of capacity within the A C)\\? E’,é Q\\‘!\\""D \é\ & \S;A;,{ Ruﬁ SN RA
Bidder's network, and steps it would take to increase capacity? - T
PESE PRV ¢ ‘ N
4. Are the identified potential issues reflective of the current Iowa service system? Qﬁ( Ko ('fb\(\ \ @ 33N \\(\ e
| - \ TR AT SIS
5. Areth d steps to i ' iate and Jikely to be effective? COMNg A
re the proposed steps to increase capacity appropriate and likely to be etlective Sex QSQ e — (evedticg
6. Did the bidder provide examples from current contracts of how it has ensured WA
network adequacy in states with a shortage of psychiatrists or other specific -
behavioral health professicnals? \:[( etEner
7. Do the bidder's examples from other states del’I.'.l‘.O“I';é.‘t].’.a.;Cé‘ experzenceand know%edge A
that would be of benefit to lowa? \\”\6\« ‘
7A.2.13.b) Cedeca) AN Weeh Y Ce aders gg WC xd c_m:ci
¥ . . ' R ~ _)‘_1\ — ORISR ’@T‘f“"ﬂ%\g, Y e
1. Did the bidder describe proposed strategies to bring services to ufides Qeé,\?%\,—r e f\c’\b \\ue(f\q(_ﬂ_m ] \G fc\—z S P ®
communities, including, but not limited to, for: . AARFEYY SN G GV \J\ R o R e S),..A_\(\Q@(\\w W
. : @ S o o U P‘:"\i
e the use of telehealth and distance treatment options? Q O ©OF TRTGIN ig &\.LQ G A Ry
e provisign of child psgychiatric consyltatjon services to primary care cl;‘nicians{é | ' V&eé s - O N ogeae s
et ok o8 Shade 2AVker (Doeatne O & fade o LaCL i ; A\ N
' s : H 3 L .. b o \‘-‘C\'\Y\{'\ RS C‘k\\,\\@b e& Q.J C..‘{\’ N TR
2. Do the bidder’s proposed strategies to bring services to underserved comynunities R Rt AT ¢

P

) CNCe e

NG
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Bidder Name: e @c,\ LRI

7A.2.13 Re cfu'iréxﬁéiits_ f0:1; the I’mwderNe

éwork (Sectiori 5C.1 of the REP)

Sub-Section Score (circleone)r .. - oo -

t_l’_arfiélifMeéfs ' 'E‘Fails_to Meet h

e 5 R = o et : _
R \ Smeet 9 ‘ \Q = @ex}@\%} \QQS;C'"\Q@Q“FC-@ \‘“?CJQ
1. Did the bidder describe its experience underoeeicontracts 16 énsure delivery of ANSE S ‘ ‘ ‘ \(\\N\/\Q_

services to underserved communities when provider network capacity was initially
found to be inadequate? .

et &~ D2 wures

m:;;*q S \{9\@\{\99\ Yin

past performance with respect to promoting the development of and implementing
psychiatric rehabilitation services, mental health self-help and peer support groups,
and peer education services?

2. Did the bidder’s description of experience addressing initial network inadequacy for
underserved communities in states where there was a shortage of psychiatrists
demonstrate effectiveness? T
3. Did the bidder’s references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s
past performance with respect o addressing initial network inadequacy for
underserved communities? e e
‘\j // % o :\ ; / = /——‘*—\\ .
7A.2.13.d) O . _ .
@*‘7’/ f\f«/ @ SO el wiret e Q QNS \\\(\\(
1. Did the bidder describe its experience implementing Medicaid managed behavioral ‘ \{l‘z —_— O\ '\\\ e B e e Sane o N
health programs in which it successfully promoted the development of: g " [ N\ _M_“\ =
.:m.;v‘*'\)ﬁ\‘\\\\ : '\\ G NI A
e v sychia’crie—reha%&ﬂ%t—atéen_—semiees’? S‘)“;_ __2“ — & ' Ao
- Sl e - i 3 ) NI N
»  mental health self-help and peer support groups? ™ k @QQ\QO\J\( RGO N e
v ‘ ? . " ’ !
o peer education services? ™. \ (C,\\ aer “\“\)(}\ e\
2. Does the bidder’s description document its experience and success promoting the - ‘ \() e = : ol
development of these three services and making them available to enrollees? C\\é\}\&o S @O SE Q.J\&le{\@\ e
3. Did the bidder's references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’'s p N C{ K}
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Bidder Name: ( 0 ({ch SX NI

’7A 213 Requ;rements for the vauiea _Networ ctmn SC 1 of the RFI’} :

Sub- Sectmn Score {c1rc1e one)

7A2.13.0) .

(B
<

derite w1th contracts that include SAPT Block Grant

1. Did the bidder describe its e
funding?

B

]%be

3. Did the biddex's references provide cenfxrmatmn of the effectiveness of the—t& - W '
(?{\QF\V\\\\ g‘\@ coweerg ASh o

()J\ém\(f &in:-ch A QM

past performance with respect to contract with provides for services funded by an
SAPT Block Grant? — _ee"""T70 T

P

%\'Z

S

o, @0 INCES —

O\\\Mq\t \f\\b\s\ \\\\ s \Q

celecd mooviders T )
(EAN S\J\Q\*@(‘l G e e TSRO & e Q@f

(‘u\(\
o Q}U\) \( .

Jahn € \\

r‘”“iiff‘

7A.,2.13.9) Q’ RN \ X
Qaee TS
1. Did the bidder describe its experience confracting with networky vfesparable or
greater size than those of the Jowa Plan withintwe i ietrame atforded by this

procurement?

2. Does the bidder’s description demonstrate experience and knowledge that would be
of benefit to Towa?

s
s

3. Did the bidder's references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s
past performance with respect to timely network contracting?

19



Bidder Name: Q N @C\ x ZvCR

7A214Netw0rk Management(SechonSCS of the RFP) T

gy

--Meets Wxth Dlstmctmn

: Sub Sectzon Score {cn‘cle ﬂne)

: Part:a]ly Meets - Fa:ls to Meet

7A.2.14.a)

1.

Did the bidder describe how it would actively manage quality of care provided by
network providers of ali covered service, including the Bidder's proposed
methodology for conducting provider profiling and utilizing the profiles to generate
quality improvement?

Does the content of provider profile repozts for providers of child inpatient mental
health services, providers of adult outpatient mental health services, and providers
of Level Il substance abuse services, appear to adequately capture the critical
elements of the performance of each of those providers?

Do the rep01ts contain indicators for performance which address clmicmiiw,

sat1sfact1on, ata rmmmum7

Are the sample report content descriptions missing any major areas of provider
performance one would expect to see in the report?

._Is the timing of report distribution proposed by the bidder freqﬁent enough to ensure

e&u\}cs( \( Q\f\a ~Cx f) @ (W {\j\ (‘3 \gc .":\.\.‘_“:_3
é SN AT e %ﬁq [Ecalety ~d ‘*%\i&: wm

@(& Ne ~Cudi -

Q @Q’Q& \W«C \k

Gelos e NCEAN o

N gug\ %\(\Cf‘e/“\ §\) qhﬁ
/f— 3

QQQ; Q\/\)\u\\\ N

W\&;\(\GQ RN n

10.

“that all provider and service types w111 be profiled and will receive Teports atleast 1=
quarterly? ()\r\)\cﬂ (Ne( \/\ (’
W .

Did the bidder describe explicitly how the bidder would interact with each provider <

following the distribution of each profile report? — @ W oe  wadertose

Does the bidder’s proposed approach for generating and facilitating improvement in
the performance of each profiled provider seem like it will be effective?- Y \N\C‘u
PR AN

Does the bidder’s proposed approach include interactive communication between

bidder staff and providers in which feedback is shared? \)\ 2 5

Did the bidder indicate how it would periodically assess provider progress on its
implementation of strategies to attain improvement goals? —

Did the bidder adequately describe its process for identifying areas of improvement
with providers and setting improvement goals for priority areas in which provxder
performance falls below acceptable or benchmark levels?

-

C)

eraiYies

REws (& SO e
@@\M\é@kb'
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Bidder Name:

A.2.14 Network Management (Section 5C.5 of the REP) .

.. Sub-Section Score (circle one}: . ... .o

Meets With Distinction

Partially Mests ~ Fails toMeet

7A.2.14.a) (continued)
11. Did the bidder describe a process of frequent reassessment of provides performance

on improvement goals, including face-to-face meetings with appropriately qualified
bidder staff? Does it appear appropriate and likely to be effective? '

12. Did the bidder provide examples for how provider profiling has been utilized to
improve service delivery? Does the approach appear to have resulted in measurable
quality improvement?

13. Did the bidder describe how it intended to reward providers that demonstrate
continued excellence or dramatic improvement in performance over time and how
the bidder would share “best practice” methods or programs with providers of

L . -
similar programs in its network? -

14. Did the bidder describe how it intended to penalize providers that demonstrate

continued unacceptable performance or performance that does not improve over

time? e

| VQ\(\U‘\Q_, Y QQ’ ce. \Q) C;-'QZQ <

e otamples hece oub o

b

15, Does-the proposed-use.of rewards and penalties appear appropriate and meaningful

for network providers? e

16. Are the proposed methods for sharing best practices likely to support replication by

other network providers? , y = .

Q\\\\A’\C;A\ QUL\ ‘-Eg:,'k\q ef‘v SN |

<~

Qe e
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. - | s
Bidder Name: (:“ <O @‘;"\ \ y C O

A 244 Network Mansgement Section §C.5 of the REF)

Sub-Section Score {circle one): -

g Péﬁ.i'a”lly' Meets = - _5 Fails tblf\/:iéét o

7A.2.14.b) E
1. Did the bidder provide a description of how network management activities ~ _Z77

performed for other state clients that are comparable to those described in Section
5C.57? '

2. Did the description convincingly convey that the bidder has effectively operated

comparable network Hwnemﬁztiv'itieé for state clients? ...
FAIAD P ~ o~

<7 SV <
AANE / 10\ \N\*:s; PR

1. Did the bidder pro¥ s70f provider profiles employed for two clients? - ‘5}\(\'\1\5 e & e
2. Do the profiles demonstrate the bidder’s experience and capacity to generate the type (\Q\.\ P{\GQ\ NN \E_M@ \ & @ \ O ]

of provider profiles required by this REP? - - \ )

| SONGRG TPV N et A Ve

3. Did the bidder describe measurable performance improvement that resulted from < ¥ . gﬁ N =t é CATATTTNA 2

the provider profiles? . SNV grmEE

1 4 Is the bidder’s demonstration of improvement resulting from the use of provider

" prohiles credible and significant? g

7A.2.14.d}

/ ; —'ﬁm '
: (\g\(’,@’ﬂ“‘:’ NEARY N
&
1. Thebidder describe how it would assure the accuracy of ' mitted by

the providers of substance abuse services comprehensive?

2. Isthe proposed plan appropriate and likely to be effective?

@‘ e 3\./ ; .‘ w‘-\.‘:»ﬁim

N
SIREATNEC S SFS
S

e N
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Bidder Name:

_'\1'7A 2, 15 Quahty Assessment and Performance Improvement Progmm

Sub Sechon«ch;e (cxrcie one)

..""‘I’art:allyMeets * Fails to Méét .

wide initiatives to itnprove the health status of covered pepulations?

Does the bidder possess meaningful, successful experience in using data-driven
evaluation of organization-wide initiatives to improve the health status of
populations?

Did the bidder provide quantified, statistically significant evidence of improved:

mental health quality - process measures =~ ocCe =5 e
substance abuse quality - process measures - O ol = {rc
mental health quality — functional or clinical outcome measures »-—Qu\\\m

mental health quality - consyIaer-Te] orteci Gutc%me measures,

substance abuse quaiity — consu ~repo1\ﬁ outcomefneasures
3 (X \C,\Qc:;(\-\ \\(\\ G D T \NasN
R 4
Did the bidder’s references coaﬁrn\ﬁhe Biddtr's effctiveness generatmg statisticaily

tgrificantimprovement-inpopulstiorhealthstetust———rrtrr

e ® € & o &

w N f e

substance abuse quality - functional or clinical outcome 1‘!16:&511159\O :)NZ 3ed (:)( &

(Sectxon SD RFP) : SR
TAZIES \\5 > . |
- ®’= 2 ouller A\ QM:\ \mc\\\ e Q‘m"’m{%
1. Did the bidder describe experience in using data-driven evaluation of organjzation-

e \\N\m( { \J\\*ij\,\‘. CD\QO&
\C\O\\;Q y
Depnad- Qe |

b»\\\g\ A \QQ\L (_,&\ QQQf 3 .\S_\L@”f VSO
\Q\Q Yhee O

\{)\\\ég\ =~ Q
O ASCE AN

2 0ue NS \R)\mc:\K S

AR

(\Q‘ \&‘«\-l

RS

WV NN LAY
G A (\DQS‘\ . \\/«X \ SR Dk&
\

\%\@KS AN\

I ) e S

™ 2 o, A \
¢ ) O\a_)“\ S x»‘w& NN

“y \0\\\\6\ 5

cw_A; e RN g

s =
cm%\\\\ \\\s\g\\r\\ﬁqm\m Qe wos\
Que %r @o

B N TS T=N S O el

7A.2.15.b) Q_\__\,g_/ ‘ W@xw

\ros e

& c{\

Qq\,\x\% o\l X-\i\u,*\r\ %‘-{fu@/
o

1. Did the bidder describe its experience implementing ins truménts in p abﬁﬁlif')'r‘r'.funded > N 08 2O ST S
managed care programs that assess changes in functiona sa’?zﬁlj or recovery? @C C. @ \\ ol & — \S‘E\(\ @@L FEVA A‘
Sedved w\’\ A
2. Did the bidder’s description specify tools, populations, sample sizes, findings, and § Se Ayovetle s
how the bidder acted upon it findings? se  of N s AQ \i\z\i Q\\\\&Q OGS LG
3. Does the bidder's demonstrated experience indicate its capacity to implement such C“‘(C‘@% = O‘k\t&” Cw\ ) \‘\\;CC"\ . exe \S
instruments in Towa, and to make good use of the findings? THUNN N \QOY — S % \
A e = G e ‘ES N Q A Q\,i A
A —— SeTR)
ST IRy é\V\“\\)\ SXRER

(@-\\\
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Bidder Name:

V7A 2.15 Quahty Assessment and Performance Improvement Program ‘:?:
(Sectmn SD REP) - : PR

- Fails to Meet

T A5.0) e Q\\\

1. Dees the bidder describe an array of dlfferent methods by which consumers and
family members would be proactively engaged by the bidder in the Quality
Assessment and Performance Improvement program? Possible techniques that the
bidder might have cited include:

+ adding consumers and family members to bidder- sponsored quality
improvement feams;

+  using advisory groups or focus groups to advise the 1dent1f1cat10n and
design of pessible improvement projects, and

¢ using surveys to elicit consumer and family members suggestions and/or
feedback.

2. Does it appear that consumers and family members would have a substantive role
bidder in the Quality Assessment and Performance Improvement program based on
the bidder’s response?

CRNCRNE S

\@ AN

SCE:% CCQ&@% Qx\@ \\.\
<-: OO D \KQ-Q w&\(\\\ Q-\g@ﬁ:; SN \ ST

NN @y (\Sumeh S Gy

lg\i—"’( [SSISRY N&\ ENESN (\O\QX\‘W%‘&@
Coko Sl e s\ Iy A8 apens
Tienans e Cnuime
TS c’% Qg e QTS ?&J\Am

Tneut

@ @A,

7A.2.15.d) | Q\\ T

1. Didthe bldder descrl’oe how 1t Wouicl use pharmacy data to improve qué( ity, ot

ST

e identify utilization that deviates from clinical practice guidelines fof
schizophrenia and major depression, and

¢ identify those Enrollees whose utilization of controlled substances warrants
intervention either because of multiple prescribers, excessive quantities or
prescribing that is inconsistent with the clinical profile of the Enrcllee.

2. TDoes the bidder’s description demonstrate a good understanding of the use of
pharmacy data for quality improvement and seem likely to be effective?
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Bidder Name: Cen @c\- W0

V‘?AZlS Quahty Assessmentandl’erformance Improvement Program :

.+, - Sub-Section Score (circle one):

o _Mee‘;é Wiﬁi'Distiﬁchon © Fails to Meet

(Section SDRFP) © - . .7 v e . " Meets /- Partially Meets
7A.2.15.¢) , o , R
N o oo et S, GRS

1. Did the bidder describe its identification of the greatest opportunities for quality N OO \J\ Eyen v \’K\ﬁ \f} u}:\f’(ﬁ,

i tin publi d behavioral health like the Iowa Plan? e = A\ N 0y €2

improvement in public managed behavioral health programs like the Towa Plan @h\\& K‘,C/\\‘““‘ DO (\\su\ Lo 0 é%ﬂ\' '}
2. Does the bidder’s description of the greatest opportunities for quality improvement e LG (T:(«/ C ! - h @w’%(b{\q

indicate a profound understanding of public sector behavioral health programs? Q _:)@ ""\\JQ ’ T
3. Are the opportunities consistent with what the Bvaluator might identify as high Q(\\\\ c‘”&\“ﬁx g(\\_) TS O \ &ﬁE\QQ&XS\JS

priority opportunities? ‘

. ) ! A 3 \‘KQ(\ -

4. Are the quality improvement approaches described likely to result in improyed {D Q @\;\\C\ A

function and well being for enrollees? “S2CA W\ ~ BT - i o

SN RCOGANS S N SoeshOoe W \ e \*\\ Oy oMWY T X‘\)\("Q G{?N\i =8
5. Did the bidder describe approaches to realize two such opportunities in Jowa? 6 ‘-\U‘ . \ - t@\)& o - ‘ Q\b\\\‘\( 3\1‘6’(& @(\/&
N SO N RN T T \1
6. Are the proposed approaches appropriate and likely to be effective? -~ 2
. .
x o |
| TARISD —— Q\\;\@® Sy "\3;\ e

1. Did the bidder describe experience adapting policy or proce e based on input o . . - ) \od e

from publicly funded consumers and advocacy groups? \\ $\~ ﬁd \’\ C\(\C‘ ‘(\& @5 - \(\C\\)\(\( NG |
2. Did the bidder convincingly document that these efforts have had a measurable v As ' \ &C\ &

beneficial impact on its members K E oo \\A\U\C (4\ Q‘x\\}@i Sy o % e
3. Do the bidder's references confirm that the bidder has used consumer and advocate C Q IRAVARN m‘b >

input to shape policy and procedure and that this work has had a measurable impact
on members?

AN &
S _seallu NN alud

N m@:x\

o R

L@ CoaSwmers g WY
NS Seeh dhey wil
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Bidder Name;

CQ f\@c{ ¥\ 0

V?A 2 15 Quahty Assessment and I’erfoxmance Improvement ngram _:‘
(Sect;on 5D RFP) Sl : Sl

.S_u _

ection Score {circle one):

Meets With Distinction | | Meets ", Parﬁauy Meets - .

' Faﬂs fo Meé{

Az, 15, g) Q \\ \
Did the bidder describe the process by which the Bidder would conduct retrospective

monitoring of all substance abuse service providers in accordance with Section
512.1.27

1.

Does the description include:

»  The source of the evaluation tool with which the bidder would assess the
appropriateness of clinical services delivered?

*  What actions the bidder would propose to take with a provider who it has
determined does not deliver services or follow contract guidelines

appropriately, both in the event of an initial finding and of a repeated finding? @@c \\\C? i \ T o NEA 5\),‘\9_4 MG ’W\“&T&i
e (‘\C = = : A
RO~ CUCNEA o
3. Does the proposed process appear appropriate and likely to be effective? " <y O \,)\G oNNNCE W\W\W\ \\3‘@ W
: o N2 Oy Ry Vg OQ X A\ NG (7\

g \&\%\ ¥

BN g‘@\\?t@ o

\\(\czf\@

CA@D  CENEWS o Te,

N~ &%\\\ ®- \\57

-Qg\«\@«\f ©
e F\@

\5 O FETONCO \

A TR S C Q‘(‘W@\J\\;@ et \”\“’\

7A.2.15.8)

1. Did the bidder provide a copy of a 2008 QA plan that the bidder d velg
publicly funded client? AN Ly e s

: 7

Does the QA plan depict a comprehensive, well-designed approach to quahty
assurance and performance improvement?

Mnf
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Biddér Name: C—()‘\(\ \(\)c:. \ Nl

7A 2. 16 Preventwn and Early Intervenhon (Sectmn 4A 4 2 o the RFP)

Q AN ‘::.:j_i'h

e Fails 10_ Mee{“

1. Did the bidder descrzbe the strategy that it will invoke in order to increase access to and

utilization of prevention and early intervention services?
2. Tsthe strategy appropriate and likely to be effective?

3. Did the bidder describe its experience in implementing such strategies under other
contracts?

4. If so, do the other programs appear to be well conceived?

5. Was the bidder able to demonstrate that the programs had measurably affected changes
improvements in access to and utilization of prevention and early intervention services?

6. Do the bidder's references confirm that the bidder has successfully implemented
strategies to increase access to and utilization of prevention and early intervention
services and that this work has had a measurable impact on members?

N
T N\W‘\m

AN eax§ R

T =T &ef\
OLRY VA SO
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Bidder Name: C\Q 0\ (\D(: iv \CO

7A;2;1’f.:'i\../ianagementKIhfofﬁlét'ibﬁ._.Sjrs'ter_ﬁ (Séétioh 64 éf.f}ge_;RFP)

7A.2,17.a)

I Meets W1th Dlstmcho' /Meets

; ;.QSP_

io””’“SCQf%(jlrcle one

e arhally Meets Fails fo.l\;féet-

1.

Did the bidder describe in detail the management information system the Bidder would
implement for the fowa Plan?

og,w\ CHREENEC
QN 0mC

\v\( Q\MD

QA N@&\ 'i

\S -

2. Did the description emphasize the way in which the MIS system would funciion to gather - R NN .'
zzqt;g?ii da?ta and produce required reports as well as providing detail on hardware (O W\ \{r \ \% \j) ~ ‘\ E\B
pabliinest 5(\\&6& \ﬁ S C\ERE Y
N e\ ey T e Nt A3 e
e . CUNO\S (NI G
3. Does the bidder’s response address all of the other requmemen%s of Sectlon 6.4 of the REP? Q \ P
7A.2.17.b) § “\s G Woles C\(, W&— \)O\Oaé g Owanevts “’\“:M)
1. Did the bidder describe adaptations to its MIS which wouldbemadé | to allow /\A\Q \; pes \\ h;\)\%w erh b S“wc&”{\{ GBS }(;}c
reimbursement for covered, required and optional services provided even if the Enrollee’s ) (\ U Q E,(E; e “‘(U () (P ;
Medicaid eligibility and Iowa Plan enrollment effective date were determined subsequent \iq\ﬁ\gcﬁb VA Q= et
to the Eligible Person’s month of application? O\S‘L = e\ D % PC“ \{ w \‘@/ ~ S ©
: [OER @\\"\\{\O f\d\ i)\ @@“ Qe SYSTE g
2. Do the bidder's proposed adaptations to its MIS to allow reimbursement for covered, Ryt \
required and optional services provided to enrollees whose eligibility and Jowa Plan e e it
= enwollment effesiive dates were determined subsequent S apphcaimn' e \CD e
appear appropnate and likely to be effective? —*"“ ) ’ Q . - T
| " o, V55
7A.2.17.0) e~ 7o ‘
\QQ “Y OQ \:\“3 AN \ch”‘ \Q N oy mg. \,‘,F@
1 Did the bidder describe an adequate process to ensure a\lﬁmpnaf'e""éllocahon of [ E i &\ WaShon W L\ \(\ S (p
r elmbm sement when: =
. C ‘th\\M\@\\CU\VC” « \(\VU\\ e -
i.  services are being provided fo a person who was a Medicaid enroilee and whose \ @O yee( . C VES
Medicaid eligibility terminated and the person then, during the same treatment \S
episode, became a IDPH participant/
fi. services are being provided to a person who was a IDPH participant receiving
services and, during the same treatment episode, became a Medicaid enrollee/
2.

Do the references provided by the bidder confirm that the bidder has been able to provide
a management information systex that meets the business reeds of other publicly funded
programs that are comparable to the lowa Plan?
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Bidder Name: C. AN QC?' \ NCO

7A218 FmanmalRequzrements (Section GéuftheRFP}

i Sub~Sect10n S re (cxrcie one)

_:.Partlally Meets

: ':Fai'ls to Meet.-

7A.2.18.a)

1.

—d—Poes-the-bidder’ssource-of capital-appearte- be-sufficientand-stable?

Did the bidder disclose the financial instruments the bidder would use to meet the
requirements of zll funds and accounts required in Section 6.6 of the RFP? The
requirerments are that the Contractor must establish pridr to the payment of the first
capitation payment and maintain at afl times, three accounts or funds as follows:

1) an Insolvency Protection Account ,that must contain at all times, an amount
equal to two (2) months of the anticipated annual Medicaid capitation amount;

2} aSurplus Fund, in an amount equal to one and a half times the Contractor’s
average manthly Medicaid capitation payment; and

3} Working Capital in the form of cash or equivalent liquid assets equal to at least
three months” operating expenses, .———

AN
Did the bidder discloge the source of the capital required? ™ WaCesy g \c:\ ed Ces
Ce=tiues KXo Qenef wo of Teey

Do the bidder’s proposed instruments meet the requirements of Section 6.6 of the RFP and
appear to be appropriate and adequate instruments?
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Bidder Name: C € 0\ @C?&‘ Nl

7A. 2 18" Fmanaal Reqmrements (Sectmn 6. 6 of the RFP)

© \57

-Sub- Sectwn Score (czrcle one)

I’arhaﬂy Meets Fails fo Meet _

7A.2.18.1)

(3( LSIYQC\\W\C«\* CAN Q NS

1. Dis the bidder demonstrate thatits organization is financially sound?

3. If the bidder is not fmanaally sound, has it taken corrective measures to address and
resolve any identified financial problems? Are these measuures likely to be successful?

4. Does the bidder attach the most recent two years of independently certified audited
financial statenents of the bidder’s organization as well as the most recent two years of
financial statements for the bidder’s parent company, if applicable?

5. Did the bidder provide its most recent three (3) years of independently certified audited
financial statements of its organization as well as the most recent two years of financial
statements for the bidder’s parent company, if applicable?

“

{ 6. Do the audited statements reveal any financial problems, legal liabilities, or relevant

i Bnancial-stabilityJegal Hability or corporate interests?

2. Do the bidder's financial statements and those of any corporate parent support its claims?

corporate relationships that the bidder has not mentioned or that raise concern regardmg

QQ ¢ S

QQ%\ \‘\ro QLY
\T\Q\J\S\i’\ Q@w“\

Cenps FACD
S SN

QAN »\(Q

W’X o %éq\(\

QO h&\g@ D \J\ MY A O(r\(‘(fé3
N é ©p \ )

\ \ \ v’\'\
\)\;\ (\)C:{“'e&\l\‘ CoO
\“

™

7A.2.18.¢)

1. Did the bidder discuss what impact the recent dechnes ir the stoc&rket have had oit
the Bidder’s financial stability, how the Bidder has responded, and any 1mp11cat10ns for
the Bidder’s ability to meet the requirements of this RFP?

bidder’s ability to meet the requirements of the RFP, including the maintenance of
necessary liquidity?

- ,>

7. Did the bidder demonstrate that zecent stock market declines have not put in jeopardy the

Ness N

é\\bei 5 Fed

EAS N V\\'w\g\':ﬁfh \&5 s R

@M“\Q*’“o SRS
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Bidder Name: & T O QG‘ \ Nefe'

-ShibASection Score (circle one): . [

7A.2.19 Claims Paymenit by the Contraétor (Séction 6.7 of the REP) - &/ =
7A2.19.2) Q V24 A\ ers Q\\{\}\Q\/\\ru\ Conved) el
1. Did t-he;i.dderf descri‘t;e th;z process it W_ouléi implement to ensure compliance with the 0\ é\@i:‘g C\\Q\ A \ Sl - o %\JWNVQ”“““"' _

required time frames for claims processing _ \ b \\_ . E\b\"\ = \-\@@J\“ &K

\Q\C’\\ N \\ ‘ \ e A A\ e %ﬁﬁwﬂ’

et et Clangs Seph @ |
3. Does' the process the bidder 'Would impl.ement to ensure the: hidder’s-compliance wit}} the - R \(\f\\@l% 3\) e - \{\,\\\J,\A_\,\\ (\@O '

required time frames for claims processing appear appropriaie and likely to be effective? D\}\Q ALY ) e A , A

. e S\ WG R DA i W e s LR
7A.2.19.0) Q \\v\\ | W

‘Meets With Distinction X/ Meétéf ."3;_‘i_i’éri‘iéllijeeééi:;-'E‘f':?'i.]?.?_ails to Meet -

2. Is the process consistent with the requirements set forth in Section 6.7 of the RFP?

. - - NI S Mo o ]
B B T N T S
1. Did the bidder describe its experience implementing contracts in which the claims N \4@? . o T e é‘
payment process supported the accurate and timely payment of claims as of the first day N N S\“ C‘;C\ - \1\\\{\-:,,“\ ' AxJ\(\t"‘\;\ && _lgt 3

of operations? € .
NISNOR

2. Do the references provided by the bidder confirm that the bidder_,ha‘s"i;éen able to ~ . [ U VORI
successfully implement accurate and timely payment of claims &s of the first day of = Cf'@&\(\\\@“\gq(:’ - \\

comparable contracts? C:\C\Q\F\\X"\)\eéb@d \E“\—’{—:’\”‘cmi-\'w A W M 0 .55

SdaAEETT o  Dhmh - o e S T o
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Bidder Name: Q SN\ N, o

7A.2.20 Fraud and Abuse (Section 6.8 of the REP) -

Par' 'aily Meets o

" Fails to Meet

7A.2.2G.a) |
1. Did the bidder describe how it wili comply with the Departments’ Fraud and Abuse

requirements?

2. Did the bidder provide examples of how its internal controls successfully work to
prevent Fraud and Abuse?

3. Did the description completely address the requirements as defined within Section
6.87

4. Is the bidder’s proposed approach appropriate and likely to be effective?

@\Ce (aN v\ NC \\Qé e = ,\Lc,“c:f\.\“i \J‘C\( %V@C\ AL &\5 /

{awesty g a van, @@gcﬁ\‘mr\

\@(ﬁ‘ e

32




Bidder Name:

7A.3 Corporate Organization and Experience --- 15%

This section of the bid, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the RFP, should not exceed 15 pages.

Does it exceed? YIN?

”)C Q é\\)

7A 3 Corporate Orgamzatzon and Expenence (Sectmn 6 8 of ti‘le RFP

: Meets Wlth sttmctlon

Sub Sectlon S{:ore (<:1rcle one)

Paruaily Meets Paﬁs fo Meet

7A.3.a)

1. Did the bidder provide the following information on ali current publicly funded
managed behavioral health care coniracts?

i.  contractsize: average monthly covered lives and annual revenues;

ii. contract start date and duration;

fii. general description of covered population and services (e.g., Medicaid
AFDC + 88], state-only population, mental health, substance abuse, state
hospital, etc.);

iv. the company or agency name and address, and

v. acontact person and telephone number?

2. Does the information indicate that the bidder has experience with contracts that are
comparable in size and scope to the Iowa Plan?

\8 Q L
- S"\"’*S‘ il
ENES

oSl

CU(\‘\QG‘,Q\S% \\Q@‘(dé \(\

3. Did the bidder inchude letters of support or endorsement from any individual,
organization, agency, interest group o or other entity despite the prohibition in the RFP

from doing so?
\\\u)

\
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Bidder Name: < € DY\ O

7A.3.1 OIgani.zat.io'x.tal Information’ n

"Fails to Meet

7A.3.1.a)

1.

a2

3.

o

Does the bidder provide all of the following (as required by the RFF)?

¢ lists and organizational charts showing any and all owners, voting and non-
voting members of the Board of Directors, officers and executive management

staff, including CEQ, COO, CFO, Medical Director, UM Director, QM Director “]

and MIS Dizector or equivalent functional personnel?

e the curriculum vitae for the aforementioned executive management staff? . ™~

e if the bidder is a wholly or partly owned subsidiary or parinership, a descripuon
of the legal, financial, organizational and operational arrangements and
relationships between the bidder and its parent(s) and any other related w"
organizations?

¢ an organizational chart depicting the bidder in relation to the corporations to
which it is a subsidiary or partner? =~

»  if the bidder has subsidiaries, a description of the legal, financial, organizational
and operational arrangements and relationships between the bidder and its
subsidiaries?

*  anorganizational chart depicting any subsidiaries in relation to the bidder?

Do senior officers appear to be appropriately qualified?

Are there any apparent corporate relationships that would introduce a conflict of
interest if the bidder were awarded the contract? -

If the bidder is a subsidiary or parmership, are the parent corporations or partners
engaged in business activities that are complimentary to, and likely to provzde long
term support o, the bidder? —

If the organization is a partnership, is the line of authority clearly delineated?
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Bidder Name:

7A.3.2 Disclosure of Financial ot Related Party Interest

- Meets With__Distiﬂction_

. -Sub-Section Score {circle one):

Fails to Meet

7A.3.2.a)

1. Does the bidder disclose any legal, financial, contractual or related party interests
which the bidder(s) shares with any provider or group of providers, or provide a
statement of no financial or related party interest? ’/‘_,__\

7A3.2.b)

1. Does the bidder {and if the bid involves a partnership or afother tyﬁ?&?}?ﬁ}t
veniure, any of the bidders) share a financial or related pariyinterest in an
or group of providers, does the bidder set forth a mechanism by which it proposes to
prevent any preferential treatment to those entities with which it shares a financial or
relfated party interest?

2. If the response to #1, above, is affirmative, does this mechanism effectively prevent
preferential treatment to those provider entities in which it shares a financial or
related party interest?

3. Isitlikely that the bidder's mechanism will prevent the following situations which
might indicate an attempt to ensure financial gain {from R¥P Section 5C.3):

e CIANgE Of the (ST Ution of Teferrals of TeiMbulsement among Providers —

within a level of care?

o referral by the Contractor to only those providers with whom the Contractor
shares an organizational relationship?

=  preferential financial arrangements by the Contractor with those providers with
whom the Contractor shares an organizational relationship?

+  different requirements for credentialing, privileging, profiling or other network
management sirategies for those providers with whom the Contractor shares an
organizational relationship?

e distribution of community reimbursement moneys in a way which gives
preference to providers with whom the Contractor shares an organizational
relationship?

e  substantiated complaints by enrollees of Himitations on their access to
participating providers of their choice within an approved level of care?
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Bidder Name: Qe N @fﬂ x ~ Cb

7A33 Dlsclosua.e of Legal Actlons

' Meets Wxth sttmctwn.

. Sub-Sectmn Score (clrcle one)

5 I’artlally Meets -

Fails to Meet

7A.3.3.a) \Q \ 3 /

1. As far as the evaluator is aware, did the bidder disclose all relevant information in
response to the following RFP questions and requirements or make a statement that
there is no applicable information (as required by the RFP)?

o During the last fivé years, has the bidder or any subcontractor identified in
this proposal had a contract for services terminated for convenience, non-
performance, non-atlocation of funds, or any other reason for which
termination occurred before completion of all obligations under the initial
contract provisions? If so, provide full defails related to the termination.

*  During the last five years, has the bidder been subject to default or received
notice of default or failure to perform on a contract? If so, provide full
details related tc the default including the other party’s name, address, and
telephone number.

s During the last five years, describe any damages, penalties, disincentives
assessed or payments withheld, or anything of value fraded or given up by
the bidder under any of its existing or past contracts as it relates to services
performed that are similar to the services contemplated by the RFP and the
resulting Contract. Indicate the reason for and the estimated cost of that
incident to the bidder.

—e— During-the last-five years, listand-summarize pending or threatened

e \@f N e
N0 Qeleany .

C\ MU\\CQ \Q C\%\TQ\\“‘%
= Cees WGey VY

}(‘;’\N’% @’53 D Qs&*ﬁ \ s

htlgatlo{}, admims’trahve or regulatory proceedlngsl or Slmﬂar ttors that T e B e e e

could affect the ability of the Bidder to perform the services contemplated in
this REP. .

o During the last five years, have any irregularities been discovered in any of
the accounts maintained by the Bidder on behalf of others? If so, describe
the circumstances of irregularities or variances and disposition of resolving
the irregularities or variances.

e The bidder shall also state whether it or any owners, officers, primary
pariners, staff providing services or any owners, officers, primary partners,
or staff providing services of any subconiractor who may be involved with
providing the services conternplated in this RFP, have ever had a founded
child or dependent adult abuse report, or been convicted of a felony.
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Bidder Name: Q G \C\ Qq \M\\(O

7A.3.3 Disclosure of Lega‘i"Aéti(:i‘n.s S S

‘Meéts With Distinction

! Meets . Pattially Meets'

T Sub_-.Se_c_tiop Score (circle one): R TR

o _‘.Fails.to Meet

7A;3.3.a) (continued)

2. If the bidder disclosed that it, or one of its subcontractors, had defaulted on a
contract or had a contract terminated for cause, and the project contact person was
contacted, what was the explanation given for the problem and does it raise
concerns regarding the bidder's qualifications as the State’s Contractor?

3. If the bidder disclosed that, during the previous five years, legal action was faken
against the bidder or if any legal actions are pending, does the explanation and
status update provided by the bidder alleviate any concerns regarding the bidder’s
gualifications as the State’s Contractor?

4. If the bidder’s current corporate configuration is related to mergers, did the bidder
provide the requisite responses to the questions above for all components of the
merged entities (as required)?
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" Bidder Name: Qi’fi\@ 1 BV \Cb
7A.4 Project Organization\xand Staffing - 15% |
This section of the bid, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the RFP, should not exceed 10 pages.

Does it exceed? YINZ- % @g [

. Sub-8ection Score (circle one):

vA41 'Or'ganizat'ic.mél-_‘éifa.ai‘t' L

ofs. 'P;:ﬁiailjr Meets  Fails to Meet

; ___fMeet‘s'W_ith'tDistiﬁ ATOT :

1. Did the bidder provide an organizational chart that demonstrates:
a) the bidder’s corporate structure?

b) the reporting relationship which staff assigned to the Iowa Plan would have
with cther parts of the bidder’s corporate structure?

2. Does the proposed reporting relationship between staff assigned to the Iowa Plan
and other parts of the bidder’s corporate structure appear appropriate and likely to
be effective? Does it appear that the Iowa Plan-assigned staff will receive sufficient
corporate attention and support?




Bidder Name: C“@ (\ (\Q{_‘ \'\ C O

7A.4.2 Chart or Other _Pr'eséﬁ'téﬁohj' i L

1. Does the chart or other presentation provided by the bidder clearly show the
following?

a) every position which would be working on the Iowa Plan?

b  the name and qualifications of the proposed Iowa-based individual who
would have management responsibility for lowa Plan operations?

¢) the reporting relationships between those positions?

d) the credentials required of individuals to be hired for each clinical and
management position?

e} the office locations of each individual?

2. Do the types and numbers of staff to be assigned to the fowa Plan éppear tobe
sufficient in number and have the appropriate credentials?

3. Are adequate resources dedicated to serving DPH Participants?

4. Is the staffing distributed appropriately given the allowable distribution of

administrative costs to each funding stream (i.e., Medicaid 13.5% or less; DPH, 3.5% | { "2 ¢

or less)?

5. Are the UM, QA, claims and systems senior management positions appropnateiy |
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~qualified and reportirig at an Appropriately senior level of the orgamzation?
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Bidder Name: C Q(\@a \“ NS

Sub Sectlon Score (carc}e Dne)

7A.4.3 Chart or Other Preser:lta:tioﬁ“‘_ .

fee! Pgrhaiiy: Meets ' Fails to Meet

1. Does the chart or other presentation provided by the bidder cleatly show the
following? : \ N \ f:'oi
a) the subcontractors (excluding network providers) who would be working g\ \ SVEN
on the Iowa Plan? _ :
b} the responsibilities of those subcentractors?

¢) special skills of those subcontractors?

d) the location of the office of each subcontractor from which they will provide
their subcontracted services?

2. If there is more than one subcontractor, does the number of subcontractors appear to
be too large or to potentially hinder the bidder's successful operation of the
program?

3. Did the bidder propose to subcontract any functions that the evaluator believes are ——
integral to successful program operation and should not be subcontracted? /7
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7A.4.4 Financial Information © . * . -

: Sub-Section Score (circle one): .

Méefg_w;ﬂlf-Dlstxncéloh: : & e ‘Part“iaﬁll'y' Méeté o ;";Fails fo Meef

1. Did the Bidder pro\}ide the foliowing information:

Do the financial statements Orslternative financial information demonstrate that the
bidder has the financial wherewithal to serve as a stable partner to the state?

Do the financial statements or alternative financial information raise any concerns
about the bidder’s qualifications to serve as the lowa Plan contractor?

Do the references provided by the bidder confirm that the bidder has conducted its
financial business in an appropriate manner and is qualified, based on its financial
practices and financial status alone, to serve as the Iowa Plan contractor?

audited financial statements from independent auditozs for the last three
years. If the bidders did not have financial statements, did it provide a
detailed explanation of why they are not available and provide alternatives
that were acceptable to the Departments?  Q\_ -{\") ~0O€ {\: Nylola
a minimum of three

A

information?

; ritten financial references inciuding coniract Qi ‘
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7A.5 Budget Worksheet and Narrative - 10% This section of the bid, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the

RFP, should not exceed 3 pages. Does it exceed? Y/N?

AN

7A.5 Budget W_oi‘ksheet and'Néfiiétii}é"" S

?) Q(_;. se

‘ M&ets W:Eh Dlstmchon

Sub Sectwn Swre (cn'de one)

Partialiy Meets .

.Meets . Fails to Meet

1. Does the bidder propose that the percentége of the Medicaid capitation péyxﬁent (

allocated to the Medicaid Administrative Fund will be less than the RFP-specified \/3) \D ’(' O

maximum of 13.5%7
2. Does the bidder propose that the percentage of the IDPH payment allocated to the —

IDPH Administrative Fund will be less than the REP-specified maximum of 3.5%7 /5 ’ \3 %
3. Does the bidder propose using the Community Reinvestment Account fund on: . . A\ PR

e services that would benefit eligible persons? @ , \ /7 O QGQ\X@"\\ Ok S“Q\u %NF

s services that the bidder has identified in response to 74.2.6.b), 7A.2.13.b), or
other questions within Section 7 of the RFP? (this question is fo assess infernal
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Bidder Name: CNE \E\(\? c\3O V)

7A.6 Required Certifications *"

- ‘Meets With Distinction’ -

.’Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Partially Meets - Fails to Met

1. Does the bidder include all the requ.ire& certifications? (Y/N)

RFP Certifications and Mandatory Guarantee
Release of Information
Mandatory Requiremnents and Reasons for Disqualification

\)\e%

—
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